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AbStrait

The author critically reviews recent suggestions frosi Buchmann,

Fenstermacher, and ZumValt that teachers drew their'own conclusions from

-
research findingb, rather than accepting the conclusions' researchers draw.

Drawing on Gus.field's analysis of the language of social science,,the author

considers the suggestions as proposals for the rhetoric that should be used in

research reporting. It is argued that acknowledging the importance of

teachers' rationality does not require researchers to abandon drawing

implications and attempting to persuade teachers to accept those implications.
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THE /UYLE OF RHETORIC IN CHANGING TEACHERS',, BELIEFS'

Rober\ E. Floden2

William Jame:01899/1958), talking't(1 teachers about psychology;
confessed that

acquainted as I am with the height of some of your
.

expectations, I feel a little anxious lest, at the end of these
simple talks of mine, not a few of you may experience some 4

disappointment at the net results. (p. 22)

Whatever those teachers fe.t after listening to James, other practitioners.

have certainly been disappointed,by, the results of research on teaching in the

ensuing decades.yor teacherst\e" outcome of looking at research on teaching

has often been - 'like that of drinking coffee and eating donuts: a euphoric
. .

rush of excitement followed by sudden depression. The current' scarcity of

support for research on teaching (and educational research in general) may be

partly attributable to the appare'ntly minor impact of such efforts in the

post-Sputnik era (Clifford, 1973). The research community had responded by.

suggesting aketnative'research models and methods (e.g., information-

processing modqls of teacher cognition, ethnographic studies of classroom

instruction), and by claiming that impacttis imminent (e.g., Koehler, 1983).

, The criticism goes beyond educational research to encompass most of
4

social science. Problemd of crime, poverty, and alienation seem untouched by

.......,_ .. .......... .

1 This paper has been accepted for publication in Teaching, and Teacher
Education.

2 Robert E. Floden is a member of both the-Coneeptual-Analytic and the
Content Determinants Projects and an associate pro essor in the Departments of \
Teacher Education and Counseling, Educational Pay h 1.9gy, and Special
Education, .,Michigan StatesUniverstty.

.
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the work of economists and sociologists. Optimistic predictions of scientific

research solutions are inevitably followed by conkinuing struggles of -

practical 4mplementation. Scientiits in all fields are_reconsidering the

proper conduct and realistic role of social science it the improvement of

practide.

Few would deny that American elementary-'and secondary-school teaching

can and should be improved. What role research on teaching can and should

play in such improvement,is lees clear. The National Institute of Education

and some other funding agencies communicate their expectation that research

will
i
lead to visible positive changes in what goes on in schools. But several

leading figures in education have raised questions about the specific ways in

which people have attempted id use research to change practice (e.g.,

.Buchmann, in press; Fenstermacher, 1979; Zumwalt, 1982), whether research has

had significant practical consequence so far (e.g., Eisner, 1984),.and whether

it makes sense to expect practical consequences to result from research

directly at all (e.g., Phillips, 1980).

The federal government has taken an active role both in supporting

research and'in initiating and supporting work designed to use ,search

result's to change teaching practice. Often following an idea of how

agricultural research has chafiged farming practice, num'rous attempts have

been made to disseminate research findings, put research into practice, and so

on !(House, 1974). The hope that research will influence teaching practice is

complemented by plading a high value on research-based teaching practice.

Leaders of teacher education programs are attracted by the idea that

theirprogragls could be based on'specific, well-defineeteaching competencies.

The Competency- Based Teacher Education (CBTE) and Performance Based Teacher

Education (PETE) movements gained wide popularity during the late 1960s and

*4
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early 1970s (for a critical account, see Hertzberg, 1976). Teacher educators

were so.successful at generating lists of competencies, however, that they

soon had to facethe question of determining rational bapes for competencies

to be included in their programs. Research on teaching was seen as the place

to look for such a basise As Schalock put it in 1973:

At present . . . we . . . have no firm evidence that one set of

competencieeis more productive of learning in children than
another set, that one level of competency definition ia any better

than another level . . . . Questions of this nature can be

answered only through research, (quoted in Houston, 1974, p. 6)

Hence the. phrases "research-based teacher training" and "the knowledge base in ,

teacher education" are liberally scattered through papers and presentations in

teacher education. The research base, typically cast as process-product

1

research on teaching (e.g., BrOphy & Good, in press; Medley, 1977), was to

define the competencies to be achieved in teacher preparation.and inservice

teacher training.

Like all'areas of education, teacher educatilon is nothhomogeneous. Any

specific descrip6ion of a "typical"'research-based teacher-preparation or

inservice-training program will fit few actual' programs. To analyze broadly

defined approaches to teacher ed' cation, howevel,, writers have sketched

simplified examples of programs that embody distinctly different approaches.

Perhaps no existing teacher preparation program or inservice program follows

one or another approach exclueiVegy. It may well be that some mix of typeeis

desirable. For simplicity, however, th s paper will consider the strengths

and weakness of "pure" types, rather th n trying to determine the (possibly

synergistic) csequences of mixing types. The two "pure" types are research-

based training and educational discussion of research.



Research-Based Training

Fist consider research -based teacher training. In this approach,

conclusions are -drawn from research on teaching, typically process-product

research, about the ways in which'teachers ought to act. These desired ways

of actingare then written as the competencies teachers recibire, and teachers

are traified to achieve these competencies.

It is not di'icult to find examples, of teacher preparation programs that

train teachers to pgjrform in ways found to be associated with student

learning. Such teacher training is, still in evidence, often with the
4'

endorsement of researchers. Rosenshine, for example, is a major proponent of
4

the Direct Instructional, Model as a summary, of desired teacher performances.

In an article with Meyers, he gives the following description ofa teacher

training program based on,the model:

,
Teachers ate taught through the model-lead-test procedure,
instruction is recycled until 100 percent mastery is acti4eved, the
trainer obtains attention quickly and proceeds at a brill( pace,
reinforcement is frequent and specific, and the trainees are given
active practice through choral responses in the group setting and
through individual turns in small groups . . . . Any mistakes that

the teachers make are corrected by the trainer again modeling the
behavior thensileading the teachers, and then having the teachers

practice alone. This training loop continues until the skill is

mastered. (Rosenshine & Meyers, 1978, p. 269)

Such an approach to teacher preparation or inservice training has been

criticized by a variety of educationar scholgrs. Consideration of these

problems has led to recommendations for replacing research-based teacher

trgIning with eduCational discussion of research. The specific formulations

of the latter approach are, however, somewhat problematic.

Two lines of criticism have been leveled against research-based teacher

training. The first objects to teachers' accepting conclusions they have not

themselves drawn --- conclusions drawn by educe onal researchers. The second

d,

ti



argues that, in teacher preparation and staff development, education is

preferable to.training.

4

It's betker to draw your own conclusions. The content of researchbased

' teacher training is the conclusiona drawn by educational researchers,

.especially researchers on teaching. Critics have discussed four problems with

getting, teachers to accept the conclusions researchers draw, suggesting that

it would be better for'teachers to draw their own conclusions.

First, they argue that conclusions drawn in existing (especially process

product) research rely on an overly narrow view of education. Through focus

on learning that can be easily tested with commonly available achievement

tests and use of an idea of teaching as a coordinated assembly of

instructional skills, research conclusions tend to downplay some important

aspects of education (e.g., teachers' curriculum development, students' grasp

of:abstract concepts), Accepting the conclusions researchers draw involves

accepting that narrow definition without even considering thattother

definitions are possible. Buchmann (1983a) makes the stronger claim that
I

sometimes consideration of a broad range of educational, aims creates

situations in which some research knowledge ought to be ignored:

As a basis for action, the belief that students can learn must be
upheld whatever test scores, the opinions of parents,'and even the
firsthand experiences of the teacher may imply to the contrary.
This triumph of hope over experience'is justifiedliot because it
fits with the data but because it can create new desirable facts.
(Buchmann, '1983a, p. 4)

Second, the training approach tends to give teachefk mistaken confidence

in the certainty of Ple research results, 'Telling someone what to do creates

the impression that the teller knows what is best. But all research

conclusions are uncertain, and educational research provides no exceptions.

The emphasis on indirect teaching supported by Flanders 's, research (1970), for
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example, has given way to an emphasis-on direct instruction. T e conclusions

. 'educational researchers. draw' a'e partially shaped by their beliefs about the

6

essence of good education; this strong dependence on values has led to special

tancertainty.in the~ conclusions from research on teaching. (Dunkin & Biddle,

'N
i

.

1974).
.,

1

.

I

Third, training teachers-A. follow research conclusions is of little use,

becauseno research conclusion will be appropriate for all teaching

. circumstances.' The complexity of the context and process of teaching makes it;'
. ,

I,
virtually impossible to find specific prescriptions for teachers that would

apply to all situations. "Research is unlikely to produce universally

applicable laws and those produced will only be selectively implemented

anyway" (Zumwalt, 1982, p. 239). As a result, teachers must have more than

the ability to smoothly execute a set of teaching skills. They must have the.

eq

, ability to jlidge when a particular approach is most likely to be successful,

an ability that,requires knowing much more about research studies than the

conclusions.

Finally, preservice preparation cannot hope to produce polished

professionals. The time available' does not begin to be adequate for providing

all the things that would help teacher's provide outstanding instruction.

Teachers must know how to learn more and be inclined to do so. Training in

conclusions tendi instead to giva the? impression of mastery ,of the craft.

Should teachers be well educated or hiAly trained? A second criticism

of research..based teacher training is that teachers should be educated, rath

.than trained, whether or not research on to king figures in the program.

Education is often contrasted with training (or,' in, more extreme cases,

indoctrination), in which students (in this case preservice or inservic

/./
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teachers) are led to have.icertain beliefs or. ekiils without the additional

justification and rationale associated with education. In education, the

rationality of the students is,ac nowledged, both in how the students are

taught and in what they are.taught.,'In procOsr "the teacher-is prepared to

explain, that ks, ,to acknowledge thi.atudent's4right to ask for reasons and

,his concomitant right to exercise his judgmenton the merits of the case"

(S'cheffler, 1973, p. 62). In content,' emphasis is on increasing students'

abilities to 'make well-founded independent judgments, rather,than on providing

them with answers. The "fundamental educational ideal is to MEni"'s.a..perlhsive

as possible the free and critical quest for reasons, in%ala realps of study"

(Scheffler, 1973? p. 62).
4

Why should teachers be educated? Several different reasons have been

p

given.

First, if teachers are trained to produce specific performances, then

their interest in'teaching may decline as they attain mastery. The teacher

trained in specific skills of teaching will find initial work experiences

challenging, if not overwhelming. With experience, however, .the coordination

of different tasks becomes habitual? and (the skills are acquired to the point

that little effort is required to effectively perform them. That is the point

at which the mid-career slump may begin. °If, incontrast, the teacher's
p*

/
preparation emphasited the examination of evidence and'reasoning about the

,

connections between means and ends, stagnation would be-less likely to occur:,
,

4 a.

Teachers have sourcbs of new evidence in their own teaching and in the

research work oonaucted by Others. Rather than teaching always being a.

repetition of last year's activities the teacher could be constantly

readjusting classrOom performances in the light bf new evidence or new

,

12
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insightd gained by reflecting on the evidence. (See Dewey, 19*, for a

similar. osition.) i

A"sedond reason idr educatidg teachers is that.educated teachers are

, needed to educate children.
.

The education (as,opposed to training) of

children Mould presumably be defen0 d under 'the general hrgument ven above.

The connection to the education of teachers ih faitiar from ass rtions that

teachers teach in the manner inwhich they were taught.,, If a teacher was

trained in all preparatory experiences., then that teacher wil be qnclihed to

train students.
g

Finally, one could justify teacher education as a way,of'adjusting

.1t,"

general research results to specific situations. cronbact (1975) has argued

that it is unredromple to expect to findj, iny,universally applicable laws of
.

social science. iie only way in which re4se *an be,iused to inform ,

iv
*r(decisiens about speclic situation is"for,sOmeone knAledgeable about the

site to give careful consideration to boththe research reports and the

. characteristics of the site. A teacher trained to proddce specific

performances, may be effective in an average classroom, but ineffective in many

real classrooms. While there may be an average/gain in getting all teachers

to perform in a 'certain way, individual classes may suffer. A teacher

educated to reason about evidence, on the other hand, should be well suited to

modify generally effective performances to fit the charagiteristics of this !N

211I )'A
r,

year's group of students. Although the teacher may not always make the bea. t''' '41,1

possible interpretation, preparation that emphasizes the development of reason

and consideration of evidence should improve the quality of intetpretatior

made.

13
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Educational Discussions of Research. I.

In response to the criticisms of research based teacher training, the

gene61 direction that'has beeneurvid is to,replace learning oflresearch

conejusions with disculision ofresearch evidence and research studies. The

specific means suggested are vaIiations on thi's general theme.
.

Fenstermachelt. (1979, 1980) bases his proposalson Green's definition of

education:

Educatidn, fyr Green, is largely a matter of transforminwi
person's subjectively reasonable beliefs to'objectively Ileasonablei.

.beliefs. The transformation'from subjective reasonableness to
objective reasonableness is undertaken by developing. the student's
capacity to reason and by presenting evidence for-or against
subjectively reasonable be4 liefs. (Fenstermacher, 1979, pp. h-22)

..The' alternative Fenstermacher proposes is to present research findings to

teachers "as evidence . . . to encourage the transformation of teachers'

belief4 from subject4vely to objectively reasonable" (Fenstermacher, 1979, p.

169). This transformation not only is educativey but it removes the necessity

for the 'researchers to draw causal inferences. The. associattons discovered_

can be preiented to teachers, who are then allowed to draw their own

infeiences.

When research findings,appear to 4e at odds with subjectively reasonable ,

beliefs, teachers may or may not change their beliefs. If teachers give

serious coneideration.to the research findings, Fenstermacher believes, this

'onsideration will at least tend to enlarge their understanding and

differentiate their perceptions (Fenstermacher, 1980).

Fenstermacher thinks that Ito. mat be even better to direct attention away
40

froth the specific empirical findings of,research toward the concepts that

guide and Um research. Rather than learning findings or conclusions,'

acquiring new concepts gives teachers additional ways of perceiving their work

environments* Acquiring new concepts, even more than consideOng evidence,

14
V
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acts soias to enlarge understanding and differentiate perceptions. Acquiring

a new concept gives 'teachers new way to strycture,their 'expetience, "an

14
insightful and suggestive way to look at and thiiik about the connections

between teaching and learning" (Fensterinacher, 1980, p. lsyf).

Because of existing problems with the use of processproduct research,

1

and because of the importance he sees for 'research acknowledgin g teachers'

intentions, Fenstermacher his argued that a change in 'research methods is

necessary for the improvement of tkacher ecracaton. Pransforming .4pachers'

beliefs, he reqtirres knowledge of current eliefs. Furthexmore, no

descriptiOn of teaching and learning can be adequat unless it includes

considration of t4e beliefs and intentions of teachAs-and students. Hence

he - argues for more emphasis'.on descriptive studies tha6Linclude attention to

. A

mental states and processes.

Zumwalt (1982) doacurs with Fenstermaihers suggestOr that teachers

t

should coo3ider research findings, rather than conclusions, but also stresses

"_he importance of what the teachers .do with these findings. She advocates a'

,

deliberative orientation in which research findings are used\as the basis of

diacussion6 with...other teachers about teacning and education.. Like

Fenstermacher, she holds that if a research lading appears tocontradict °a

teacher's belief about teaching and learning, the teacher need Aot

automatically give up the old belief for the research finding. "When
4

seemingly definitive results are contrary to one's own beliefs, the motivation

to delve further isareater" (Zumwalt, 1952, p. 230). Through 4isCussion,

t&achers.learn how to reason about educational problems in gepeal, Father

than learling the "right way" to solve a particular teaching problem.

Research findings aro things to reason about, dot things to be/taken,as

certain truth. Reasoning. power will, ZumwAlt implies, give the abilities to

ti
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I
judge what approach will be appropriate, to continue to learnaf er completing

i

formal teacher preparation, and tdiabcurately judge how muchlcon idence to put.
. . Ir*

in .research.
. , . .111.

/Although Zumwalt seems to see more problems wiah the use
r 4

rocess

pro4pct research than with the use of descriptive research, she inds both

lynda of research on teaching suitable'atai.ting points.for a d herAive

approach to teachey education. For usesin educativ6 discussion
A

conduct of research using both methods of study.

she supports.

Buchman° (19831a, in press has constructed an argument similar to that of

Fenatermacher and Zumwalt, but she widens the scope of her concern from K

1044,

research-based teacher training to the general conception of plating research
......, . , , . ,

knowledgeAc use. She supports the conduct oreducational research in general.

and research on 'teaching in'particular'but believes that research. should not

be used to persuade people of to, do or to bo4eve. Rather,i/esearch

should become part of "conversation" about the sullioct of idterest

teaching). She also opposes simply trying to get teachers to behave or

beklieve as research tells them to do, but her suggestion as to what should be

41,

done mymewhat different from that of Fenstermacher.an ZumOhlt. .She fears

that, discussions of research results may improperly take the form of

arguments. Fenatermachpr and Zumwalt place emphasis on the standatd model of

rational belief, which values clearly supported logical links between

conclusions, reasonsv and evidence. This emphasis is, Buchmann argues) both

too restrictive and tdo much oriented to thapf ideal of research, which is

truth, in contrast to the ideal of practice, which is wise action.

Emphasis on clear and persuasive argument is too restrictive because it

addresses only one aspect of the value of discussion, that of gaining

intellectual clarity. But discussi ., of research) has other values as

16
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/'
well. Perhaps the most important of these is the ability to motivate right

-A'
action--a discussion.that inspires peciple to do good is valuable, et if the

arguments in the discussion are not perfectly clear. Motivation to'action and

Niarity may even be goals in tension! Precise argumept may have no place for
)

appeals to emotion. At the least, unclarity in itself is not, a fatal weakness

in a ditcussion.

We have no reason to assume that premises that need to be guessed
at, terms without clear definitions, oblique references, and 4
beliefs that are not debatable mustbe associated with wrongheaded
ideas or defensible lines of action. (Buchmann, l989),4). 12)10e,

4

The emphasis on clear presentationof a position in an argument also

tends to give improper weight to argumentative skills, skills more likely to

be possessed by researchers than by teachers. This advantage together with

the greater social status American society'gives to those who work with

theory, as opposed'to practice, tends to turn discussion of research results

into another case of getting researchers to tell teachers what the answers

are. Any program that tries to give teachers skills with which to compete on

researchers' territory will most likely lead teachers to Accept rules of a

game in which they are unlikely to be able to win. Moreover, when researchers

,,break the rules, for example by speaking with apparent authority on topics

they know little about, teachers .are unlikely to calla foul. Instead,

teachers may treat this event as an example'to be turned into a rule.

Instead of having teachers discuss resear4h, Buchmann proposes having

teachers and researchers talk about education. The aim of such conversations

is not to apply research knowledge, not to persuade teachers to accept

research results, but to have good conversations.

s

17
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Considerin3' the Reformsc-,

A4thoughthere are differences among these recommendations concerning

what sort of research should be done and howit should be used, the three

authors just discussed seem to agree that descriptive research woad be more

likely than process-product research lead to improvement of teacher

education, and that teachers shou d think their own thoughts and draw their

.own conclusions from research, rather than having researchers decide what

teachers should believe and try*to change their minds. These two positions

have some appeal, especially in the light of the past record of research-based

,

teacher training. The proposed changes t4emselvet deserve careful scrutiny to

see what new problems are beihg exchanged for the old.

Descriptive Studies
.*

Consider the suggeStion that descriptive.studiesApht consider teacher,

and student intentions might be better see ted for educative discussions of

research. TWQ sorts of advantage are most-lpbvious. First, descriptive

kstudies, to the extent that they remain des iptive, avoid drawing conclusions

about desired changes 'in .teaching practice. Second, the descriptive studies

give a more detailed, and in'some ways more complete, picture of teaching and

learning. What advantages does each of these characteristics bring?

By eschewing conclusions, descriptive studies prevent any straightforward

prescriptive use of the research. If the study does not kndlisate what

teachers should' do to, achieve some goal, teacher preparations programs can o

simply base prescriptions on the researcher's conclusione.,aeither ca
4

teacher keparation students read the end of the research report to ind out'

4

'6.1;t

S

what they should do. Deciding what the report suggests about pra tice

requires reading something more than conclusions and requires t 04ht about
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14'

what the study means. Consequently,,such a study len& itself to Zumwalt's

deliberative approach, or Buchmann's conversation, simply because anybecause

conclusions to be drawn must be drawn by the reader; the report does not try..

to persuade the teach&r to change in any particular way.

By giving greater detail, a description lends itself to teacher education

in two ways. First, the possibility of interesting discussion depends on the

existence of complexity: If the character and meaning of events are

immediately cjearto all) further discusdion is redundant. A detailed

description allows for a Variety of interpretations, each of which may fit

with parts of the description but not with others. Second, vivid-detail.

charges,a discussion with-the emotive power capable ofichanging minds. The

generality may.lend itself to academic mastery of concepts, but the mental

changes that will bring changes in practice are aided by consideration of

compelling examples. As social psychologists have shown ( .g., Nisbett &

Ross, 1980), vivid detail is compelling

Coqsidering these two ways in-which thick descriptions lend themselved to

a deliberative approach to teacher preparation makes it clear that such

methods have no unique ability to serve teacher education. Avoiding drawing

conclusions is something that is possible in any study.' Educational

researchers of all methodological persuasions are often motivated by a desire

to improve education. Why else bein education? Desire for improvement
.

implies some idea of what things are. to be desired in education. These ideas

may creep into descriptive studies as well as process-produc4istudies. When
0,

' they ao, the reader may be tempted to accept the ideas without reflection,

copying the teacher activities that seem to be endorsed and avoiding those

that' have an undesirable cast. Even completely descriptive studiespperhaps a

complete, unedited videotape of a reading lesson, may be taken by preservice
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students, hungry for how-to-do-it advice, as an implicit endorsement of

15

whatever the teacher happened to be doing.

'Process-product studies could likewise avoid drawing conclusions. Indeed

some reseaichers may write the impliCations for practice section out of a

sense that itits evected of them rather than out of a desire to do so. The
lk

criticism that Veigning a study that computes correlations between teacher

behaviors and 4udent test scores is virtually drawing conclusions about what

teachers should do is well taken.' But the same criticism could be drawn about'

any descriptive study that focuses on some, aspects of the classrooin (e.g., \i/

teacher-student interactions, student language) and 0108 others (e.g:,

teacher plannlng outside the classroom, interactions am different

teachers).

The fact that ethnographic studies are detailed may tend to focus the

discussion on elaboration and interpretation of that detail, ratherthan on

the questions of the er aims of school and the other ossible ways in

-which the classroom fight have existed. That tendency wool be a weakness in

the- ethnographic approach. Limiting details may make some sorts of discussion

more.difficult, but that difficulty maybe an.example of not taking githe easy

way oNFforcing discussion to move to other, and perhaps more important,

areas.

The vividness of ethnographic studies is a two-edged sword. .The

vividness may be compelling, but reliance on vividness of what happens to be

reported makes it uncertain what direction the compulsion will push in. The

consideration is "What about a research report wilibe compelling and how can

the writer or teacher educator compel change in belief in worthwhile

'directions?" Thinking in terms of compelling detail leaves control of the

direction of change up to what happened'in the'classroomi studied. Thinking
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in terms of rhetoric highlights the case the researcher,wants tomake and lays

open a wider variety of ways research results might.be made compelling.

The Vanishing Role of the Teacher Educator I

The chief question to be raised about the recommendations for discussion .

and conversation (rather than training) is whether these suggestions go too

far in removing 'researchers and teacher educators from the 'role of drawing

Conclusions to be accepted by teachers. Fenstermacher's and Zumwalt's

suggestion that teachers might or might not change their, own beliefs when 4.

presented with research that contradicts them is both admirable and troubling.

It is admirable because it acknowledges that research conclusions are

'uncertain and that peachers, especially experienced teacher's, have knbwledge

that should be properly credited It is troubling because it leaves unclear
Its

how decisions to change will be made and seems to shift the burden of deciding

what to do entirely from the researcher to the teacher.

As Buchmann (1983b) has argued in a differentIccntekt, teacher knowledge

is not knowledge unless there are checks on the validity of beliefs. A

strength of research is its incorporation of systematic tests of indievidual

beliefs, tests thA are not part of the, everyday. habits of individuals. While

it is probably true'that most experienced teachers have considerable 'wisdom

about teaching and learnidg, it is probably also true that they are wrong

about some Id the things they think they'have learned from their experience.

(For further discussions of the problems of overemphasis on learning from

experience, see Buchmann & Schwille, 1983; Feimen-Nemser & Buchmann 1983;
4,

FlodInp.Buchmann, & Schwille,, 1984).

What is not prominently present in these proposAls is the guiding role of

the teacher educator. Education is not brought about merely by encouraging
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discussion and probing. Guidan c e must be given in seeing the differ nce

between well-gtpuhded discussion and loose.ialk and between cone that

are better supported and less well supported by the data.

17

How the goodness of conversations is. to be judged is a estion for which

Buchmann offers suggestions, not clear anawers. What mak a conversation

/. attractive is its reciprocal .quality and the surprisin tuYne it may! takes "

Comments must-be relevant to the general °topic but n d not, follow any narrow

logical progression. Those who talk to inflate t it own importance detract

from a conversation rather than add to it.' p

Buchmann's analysis to date, however,,i. stronger on pointing to the

problem than on providing the solution. Conversations themselves have

difficulties, Though lack of clarity an focui does not preclude'useful

verbal interchanges, it does make it mere difficult-to sort the erroneous

ideas from the muddled but properkco victions. Doing that.requires removing

some lack of clarity and filling s me gaps'in chains of reasoning. ThattakeW
0 ti

effort,: and it may be that the r onstructed line of, thinking will not do

justice to its incomplete,ances or If the/final version is pf value, the
0.

question of faittiitil represent atm may be of little interest, but it is worth

asking whether starting with conversation is the best way to search for truth.

Buchmasn's analysis leaves some ,question about how the quality of

conversations should be ju ged. In/specifyingscriteria, a dilemma may arise

4

because of the wish toav id both/an instrumental definition of value (i.e.,

good conversations are t ose that lead to improved teacher"or researcher

performance) ant{ an aff etdefinition (i.e., good conversations are those-that

make the participants ap'py). The first, tends to sound likd the research-

*into-practice view th Buchmann'rOlcts, although lierhaps it can be recast in

temps of rationality Ne educational goals. ,The second is clearly of value to

/
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t

the participants as individuals but leaves doubts about the value to them. as

teachers or researchers.. i.

N

18

Echication does allow for intending to change minds in specific ways. The

restriction is on how this done., not that it is done. Teacher educlitoh

4 *

(and' researchers wishing to eAucate their audience of teachers) can

legitimately paw conclusions and try to get-teachers' to accept those

conclusions. What a focus on education rather than training prohibits is (a)

doing this it a way that decreases teachers' ability to reason about education

and (b) doing it in a way that does ntt allow teachers to find out about the

reasons behind the conclusions.

Attempting to change teachers' minds in an educative way is especially

difficult for researchers, whose medium of commAnicatiOn with most teachers is

the written word. It is argued that articles written to describe research to

&achers tend not to be educative but; instead, prescriptive of specific

behaviors. If this is true, the reason may be that researchers have believed

that the only way to get teachers tO learn from research is to present them

with simple conclusions, leaving the derivation of those conclusions from Pitie

evidence to the researchers. This orientation amounts to a researchbased

0

training approach irk written form.

But how can researchers write so as to persuade teachers to accept

conclusions the researchers believe well fustified and also to acknowledge the

rationality of teachers (i.e., to educate rather than to train)? One,might

think, on consideration of the proposals for discussion and conversation, that

the written form makes the goal unatitainable.. Is there a way?

Fenstermacher,(1979) hAs h4 on something impOrtant.in advoCating that

researchers find out about teachers' beliefs, although his idea is partially
.

misdirected. Fenstermachqr usesseveral examgles'to show that current beliefs

23
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have an ef&ct on the way in which evidence presented will act to change

V

subjective beliefs. The examples demonstrate that beliefs about the
es*

credibility of evidence or the value of.the goals to be attained may affect

the impact that evidence can have on the transformation of belief's abbut which

teachiiig practices should.be undertaken. From this, Fenstermachet continues,

it follows that one must know what teachers believe before oise can change

their beliefs. an particular, the beliefs(researchers need to know about are

t

those that teachers have about the kinds, of practices that produce student

t
success at specified learning tasks..

A

'Fenstermacher is right in pointing to the importance of considerin

teachers' beliefs. Agut it is not necessary that researchers know what

teachers think, for example, about how to praise students before they can

provide educative arguments. Much transformation can proceed without

knowledge of teachers subjectively reasonable beliefs.. Such transformation,

presumably occurs in many educational settings, such as graduate seminars in

education, without first discovering the beliefs of all the students present.

Although transformation may sometimes be'blocked becausel f lack of

credibility of evidence or a failure to address topics of interest, it is '

probably successful much of the time.

The beliefs that seem most relevant are not those Fenstermacher suggests

discovering, Rather than finding out what causal links teachers currently

' believe in, we should, as Fenstermacher't awn-.examples suggesta, find out about.

the beliefs concerning the credibility of evidence or the goals considered

worthwhile. It is a principle of rhetoric that to persuade you must begin at

a place where you and your audience agree. This kind of beginning need not

require exact knowledge of w1kt the audience thinks but does 'require a sense

of'where there are points of agreement. For an audience of teachers, it may,

24
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be especially important to consider what sorts of evidence they i itially find

credible and. what view of schooling goals they hold.

Nowledge of teachers' subjective beliefs about the effectiv nese of

various teaching practices may also prove useful for transforming their
411' 0

beliefs using researci? fesults. The investigation of-teacher beliefs about

the causal links between their practic an student learnin ,Le t direction

in which Fenstermacher thinks researc n tdaching should go. Although I hatie

argued above that such research is not .a prerequisite for operation of the

transformation schema, it my provide useful peiagogicla tools. If teacher

educators knows what teachers initially believe,. they may take pains to

discredit those initial beliefs or to show how their pliusibility is

attributable fo relationships not previously consider'ed. Just as doctors may

have been persuaded that their practice of insisting on closed windows had

some value because it kept out disease - ,carrying mosquitos, rather than bad

night air, so teachers may be led to see which aspects of their practice are

valuable and hence to alter the others.

Changing an Audience's Mind

When addressed to an audience of teachers and other school workers)

reports of research on teaching are attempts to change minds. If research

reports are to persuade) report authors.need to keep the persuasiveness of .

their presentation in mind. This need suggests' attention to the devices o

rhetoric used in writing a reports

The thought that coOsiderations of rhetoric are important in uriting

research reports may seem scandalous to some researchers. Rhetoric conjures

up images of the Sophists and current associations with political, propaganda

and advertising. Reports of scientific studies of teaching are seen as
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neutral porteayalsf research procedures, objet five results and the

conclusions'that can be logically derived from these results.
w.

"Although, inspired by the Logical positivists, behavioral psychologists

. ,

. ,

,trte,/to remove all choice and ambig4ity from social research (Mackenzie,

1977), whatever success..they achieved was at theNpoiteof putting aside many
, 1-

'

. --,.
0 .

' educaiionally interesting questions. Research on teaching, from problem. '

.

formulation, through study design, to preparation of Inclusions and
1-%

441a4
04.

inclinations, is filled with choice,. indefiniteness. and:ambiguity. Any study

may be presented and interpreted in more than one'way, and, the choice 1:)

presentation cannot be deterTined by strictly logipal'means. Because research

conclusions cannot be derived in a strictly logical way from the set-of events

that make up a study of teaching, alresearch report is an. informal argument \, s.

rather than a proof. If.the reader is to.accept khe conclusions of the

research, the argument must persuade that reader. Rhetoric is the field that

gives serious consideration to the persuasive nature of arguments'.

Gusfield (1981) has considered the use of rhetoric in the reports of
0

research on drivers who drink. Thip research, like research on teaching, is

4

conducted with avview towarl,addressing a salient social, concern. It is also
'e

similar in the ambiguity of key concepts: drunkenness'in the one case and

effective teaching in'the other.

Gusfield showd.thattesearch has.tried to support a view, of the problem

in which the primary faultis.placed on the driver. The audience ill to be

persuade&that'action should be taken to change the actions of drivers who

drink, those who are to blame for unnecessary traffic deaths. Hidden are the

possibilities thatttese drivers may notsbe at fault, either because.of the

lr
uncertain inferences from available evidence (and these inferences are indeed

uncertain)or because.the blame (and hence the splution) lies with the way

4
4'
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roads and atitomObiles are Constructed. An effectively. hidden approach to

vackicing traffic fatalitiea,is'thae 9f building automobile& on-the assumptionA,
that:accidents till -occasionally happen (perhaps as a result of drinking,

jwhApa .through Ordinary inattention).

.
-

The scientific style of writing itself is a rhetorical device that tends

to persuade the'reader that the events reported admit of only one

22

interpretation.' By followinaa format that emphasizes technical procedures,of
6;1'

data collectiqh and' analysis, the report creates the false impression that the
, .

I

researcher .as a person did not make choiOs about how to' interpret the
A

evidence. Literature reviews can even createthe impression' that the problem

itself was taipartially:determinednding a,reeeaxch report with a
0,4,16

,,

"conclusione or "implications" section shows that.theauthor thinks that

substantive propositions have been demonstrated (or perhaps only suggested).
1

In inapy reports, introductions and summary statements_ about the contribution

of the study to the field clearly suggest that the author wishes to persuade

the reader of the conclusions drawn. The rhetorical deviceof persuasion is

that of,making it seem as if the facts speak for themselves. 4

That that author means to convince his audience of certain,
conclusions is both evident and explicit. The importance of
method' substantiates the overall style of detachment. Re means to'

convince, but not to persuade, by. presenting an external world to
the audience and allowing that external reality to do the

convipcing. Thus the language must be emptied of feeli4 and,

114
emotion. The-tone m be clinical, detached, depersonalized.
(Gusfield, 1981, p. 90

I Using Rhetoric for Chcnging Teachers: Minds Defensible?

Bringing to consciousness the role of rhetoric in the presentation'(to

different audiences) of reports ef research on teaching may make wt iters' more

cohscious of.thefr use of language. It ilso, hgwever, raises the spectre of

.

.

Machiavellian manipulation of teachers.- Research on teaching do 0 not

27
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(perhaps cannot) produce edrtain and immutable prestrirptions for action, yet

teachers' must act in some way. If.reaearchera feel that the weight of the

evidence indicates that a particular' change would be desirable, what

'persuasive rhetorical devices are they.justitied in using to.try to persuade

teachers to make' that change?
%

Those who have felt that science should be free from rhetoric might

contend that the fact that there is' a question about which* rhetorical devices

23

are Ifegitimate confirms their belief that esearch reporting should be

free from. rhetoric. "The facts of the case should be impartially presented,"

they might say, "so that; the readers can see for themselves tir conclusions

that...,can be drawn." The alert, reader will already see the flaw in their

argument. An impartial presentation of the facts is, in an important sense,

impossible. An experiment can be described in man ways, each of them

necessarily incomplete. A thoiqe must.100e made among these descriptions.

Furthermord, the language chosen make a difference, both in the likelihood,

Ewe

that readers will, befected by the report and in the way t4 report -will be

t

interpreted. As indicated earlier, choosing an "impa:rtial"vriting style is a

rhetorical decision, which carries persuasive weight through the impression it

gives and which tends to make the'world seem simpler and more completely

determined than istprobably warranted.

Aecause any way of reporting research on teaching involves rhetoric, the

ion is not whvther it is defensible to use rhetoric in reporting such
#

research but what uses of rhetoric. are defensible. A productive way of

looking at what might be indefensible is to return bo the critic,isms of

Buchman,' Fenstermachet, and Zumwalt. They found fault with,approaches in

which.teachers were told what to do. because these approaChas, although perhaps

4

persuasive, do not acknoV1Tdge the rationality of teachers and placed the
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researchers in an undeservedly euperior.position. -These.approaches imply

teachers are not able to assess the SOrth of what they were 'being told, What

1

they criticize just what Guafield (1981)de4cribes as the consequence of

oundthe "impartial" style of scientific reperting. By making their researci

objectiye and carefully conducted, researchers on teaching create the

impression that the results are certain and simele, that great faith can be

placed in the resulOy and that the way theiresearcli has conceived the world

ie the only. possible one Hence what these critics are idirocating is adpnge
okA

from the current choiie of rhetoric, in research on teaching.
4

But what rhetorical devices can, be subst ituted and why? thechange4 they

describe involve a shift in the ratio of audience authority to author

authority (Gusfield, 1981, p, 92). qtesearcherS writing for teachers often
.r;

assume greater authority than the audience, suggesting that the researcher,haa
w

mmk
found something which will be given to the audience.' The' critics suggest

greater equality would be moie desirable. When researchers write for other

4111,

researchers, they often assume.a sort of equality, presenting the study,

documenting the methods, and creating the impreAion that the audience can see,

just as well as the authors how the conclusi ns follow from.the evidence. The

,

author seems to say, "I'll tell ypu just w t was done. 'We will reason .

together and achieve a.consensus through fd6t and reason. You, as ,a rationa l

person; cannot but reach the same conclusion as II" (Gusfield, 1981, p, 92).

But this apparent equality is illusory and.not what the critics would hope to

-'treate. The author still retains greater authorityw
through'creciding how to

eh,

4 4,

(selectively) present what was done and through leading toward a particular *v

set,of conclusions. True equality is even more questionable if knoviledgeof

research methods.and conaepts.4. "Irqually shared between \reader and

r

ti
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1.

audience--a situation that would typically be the case if teachers were to

read such articles.

The gritits vish to create a more truly equal ratio between research

writer and teacher reader. They wish the readers to consider the evidence,

discualikE with others, and draw their own siciclusions. Perhaps the

rhetorical style of prekentation theymwould prefer would be one in which the

author presumes less authority than the reader for drawing conclusions,

presenting what happened in ithe.research:withouttrying to persuade the reader

that anything follows from the research. Buchmann's suggestion of

.conversation as the model for the relationship between research and practice ,

would be consistent'with the idea that the researcher should attemptnot to

peSsuatle, but only to offer evidence (or thoughts) for consideration.

author's"goal would be to contribute to the ongoing conversation rather than

to change teachers' minds in a particular way. FenstermAcher and Zumwalt-have

more definite goals of, developing in teachers the Lability to be more

wAt

thoughtful about education or to give teachers new concepts with which to

think bout teaching and education.B t they both wish to abandon the idea

t. that teachers should be brought to believe the conclusions researchers draw

from their work. All three seem to advocate abandonment of the goal of

persuasion; rhetoric might be used to help the audience of teachers understand

what was'sdone in the research, but not to persuade teachers' to accept the

conclusions of research.

Is till abandonment of the goal of persuasion the only defensible

approach to the rhetoric of research?, To put it more dramatically, is'no

`Arglue to be given to the reSearcher's ability to dravi conclusions from

research? A good case can be made that research on teaching cai contribute to



the education of teachers while still trying' toperivade teachers to come to

bplieve the conclusions researchers have drawn from their work.

Arguably, the most important difference between training and edvation is

that in education the student must c me to hold the new beliefs for reasons

that are both sound and thought by tale student to be good reasons. a

Furthermore, to the extent appr ri
4

to tothe student's current stage of

intellectual growth,/the reason are the same ones the teacher would use to

IP
justify the new beliefs. This means that, again to the extent appropriate.(a

crucial but necessarily vague4hrase), the teacher must be ready to answer
4

students'i questions about why beliefs should be held. This requirement of

giving students good reasons for what they believe general* rules out 0

training based solely onlappeals to authority ("You shoLd believe th\

because research has shown it to be true.") or basedon attempts to persuade
(O.

that do not carry the provision of good grounds for holding the conclusions.

So far this is consistent with the criticisms of Buchmann, Fenstermacher,

and Zumwalt. But the requirement does not require that studepts bt given onl

the reasons (without the conclusions), nor does it imply that only the power

of.reason can be used in getting students to hold beliefs for good reasons.

The charismatic power of Some lecturers can be drawn on legitimately in

education, provided that charisma is not the only means of persuasion, that

the lecturer is openwhere appropriate) to communicating the grounds of his

or her beliefs to the students, and that the students come to have good

reasons for the beliefs they hold.

What this means for researchers on teaching is that the aim of persuading.
1/4

teachers to aecepttresearch conclusions drawn by researchers can bee part of

education as long as it is neither' an attempt to get teachers to accept only

the conclusions (apart frau ehe good reasons for accepting the conclusions)

31



nor a Process in which the researcher is unwilling to address questions the

teachers may have about the grounds for belief.

The lstter.requirement is for two reasons, problematic for the case of

reporting research on teaching to teachers. In the first placp, the medium

for reporting may preclude,(or at leadt require reinterpreting) the

possibility that teachers can raise such questions. - If the report is written,

communication with the author is difficult, and the repoiSt itself must in some

way anticipate such question's and allow the teacher to have them answered,

perhaps by addressing them explicitly in ithA paper, perha4 by providing easy

access to sources from which they may be answered. In the second placepothe

habits developed through past interactions between researchers and teachers

will not incline teachers to ask questions. Their expectation is to be told

'what research has found to, be true, not to raise questions about why they

should believe research claims.
a.

This is, owever, a problem to be addressed in itself, not .a reason why

I
researchers must refrain from trying to persuade teachers,to accept particular

U

cbnclusions. Researchers can contribute more than concepts, data, and

viewpoints (each of these can still be of value) and still avoid enforcing a

narrow vision of schools and teaching.

-to
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